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REMARKS 

Claims 1 9-30 aqd 34-36 are pending with d 22, 25,:28 and 34 being; 

independent. Claims 31-33 have been caneeiM; claims 19, 22, 25 and 28 have been amended; 
and claims 34-36 have been added. No hew matter has been:ihtro&uced. 

Claofts^^ This rejection isobviatcd 

fey the cancel 

i^aiHS 1 9, 20, 22?ahA M &v.e%een ¥fybcU8M fceing unpatentable over Miyashita (WO 
98/24271, which corresponds tyU&$&M%M& 6,821,553) in view ofWoIk(U.S. Patent No. 
6,194,1 19) and Uray(U^S. mmmoA$&$^ 

Applicant requests tcc^ and withdrawal of :this ; rejection because neither 

Miyashita, Wolk, Lira, nor any combination: of the three describes or suggests hardening top 
Suj^ second insulating films by pcrfe plasma treatments, as 

recited in e^h of ind 

jReco^izing tHatiMiyashita does not even. desenbe or suggest performing plasma 
treatment 6n;first; arid second ■Insulatih f ejection asserts that lira* at col. 1, line 51. to 

col. 2, line 6, describe^ the ^ to remove -a daniaged layer of ah interlayer 

insulating film, and argiies-that it therefore would haye been obvious to. perform pilasma 
treatments in the device of Miyphita. Hbwever, that passage actually describes the use of 
plasma treatment t^fo it 
xs popular that oxygen plasma treatment is conducted after etching operation to remo ve the 
plasma damage layer of the photoresist Thu|, y Um use of a plasma treatment for 

remo ving a damaged layer of a photoresist; and in no way describes ^or suggests the use of a 
plasma treatment -fdr hardeiiiiig ah upper surface of M insulating film recited in claims 19 and 
22. 

Moreover, even assuming for sake;oKargument that the rejection was correct in asserting 
that Ura descries; the u^ to remove the upipgr surface o f ah insulating 

film, the mere use o f plasma treatment does not, const^ top surface'* of an 

ihsuMng'fil% as recited in the elaiih&. Perhaps fecojpiizing this failure, the rejection, with 
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respect to claim 22, recites witliout sii^^tbat trie plasma treatment "must necessarily' harden 
the insulating^ layer fi ImSv" However, th£^ is the case. Indeed, ifUra 

had used plasma treatment to remove the upper surface of the interlayer insulating film, this 
would serve- as evidence that plasma treatment does riot necessarily result in- hardening, as 
removing >the top surface^n^ the tpp surface. 

The rejection also asserts (again without support) that removal of the damaged layer can 
be interpreted: to to expose the harder underlying layer. The 

rejection has provided no support fethe assertipn that the underlying layer would be harder than 
the upper layer. Moreover, claims 19 and 22 do not recite "exposing'' a harder layer. Rather, 
they recite "hardening top surfaces" of the insulating layer films; 

Accordingly, for at least these reasons^ the rejection should be withdrawn. 

Glairns 21 and 24; which depend from claims 1 9 and 22, have been rejected as being 
unpatentable over Miy^hita in,yie\v pfWplk, Ura and Hu (U% Patent No. 6,057*048). 
Applied requests re of this rejection because Hu does not remedy 

the failure of the other references to describe or sugjgest the subject matter of independent claims 
1 9 and 22. 

Claims 25, 26, 28 and 29 have been rejected as being unpatentable over rVtiyashita in 
view pfWolk, LJra and Jones Fatent lSlo. 6,337,492). Claims 25 and 28, like claims 19 arid 
•22, recite "hardening a tdp;suriace;Of the first insulating film by performing a plasma treatment 
on the first insulating film," Accordingly, Applicant requests reconsideration and withdrawal of 
this rejection for the reasons; discussed above and because Jones, which is cited; as showing a. 
diamond-like carbon film, does riot remedy the failure of the other references to describe or 
suggest hardening the top siirfSce pf an insulating film by performing plasfna etching. 

Claims 21 and 30, which depend .froin claims 25 and 28,. have been rejected as being 
unpatentable over Miyashitaih view of Woik, Ura, Jones and Hu. Applicantrequests 
reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection because Hu does not remedy the failure of the 
other references to describe or suggest the subject matter of independent claims 25 and 28. 

Nfew i ndependcrit claim 34 recites hardening a top surface of the fi rst insulating film by 
performing a first plasma treatment on the first insulating film after forming thb first insulating 
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film/ ' Accordingly, hew 34 arid its dependent claims arebelieved to: be 

allowable for at least the reasons discussed ^bove. 

Applicant submits Ihat ^ in condition for allowance. 

The fee in the amount of $120 in payment of the one-month extension fee is . being paid 
concun-entiy herewith pn the Elcctronic by way of Deposit Account 

^uthorizalidh: Ble^e;apply^^ dr. credits' to deposit: Account No, 0M0$Q v 

Respectfully submitted 
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